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Обпехта! d e b a t e ( c o n t i u u p d ) 

1. The C:I/.ril#iIÎ a s k e d t h e C o t a i i E a i o n t o c o n t i n u e -nhe g3r:ari.i ..r, I:-.: n 

m e a s u r e s o f i m p l e m e n t a t i o n . 

r-2. i ' l r . Hd'iAr/'li ( E g y p t ) s a i d t h e q u e s t i o n o f Diiiaeur-ee o f i m p l e m e n t a t i o n 

t o u c h e d u p o n t h o moat d e l i c a t e p.cx>ct cf t h e p i x - t e c t i o n o f humt'n r i g h t s , f o r 

t h e c o v e n a n t w o u l d p r o v e i n e . f f e c t i v c w i t l i o u t s u n o t ! o n e o f ос ж э k i n d . 

3. Samo de l e g e t i o n s n a d .••.x-g'.td th'-.u t n e r i g h t o f p e t i t i o n s h o u l d h e 

g r a n t e d t o i n d i v i d u a l s e n d cjaràv.tioi;© ев г s 1 1 a;, t e S t a t o r ; f ; O t r i g i i t a 

g r a n t e d t h r o u g h an i n t & x - n b t l o n Q l i n s t r u m e n t , i v i oxtiex- t o te e f f e c t i v e , m u s t o f 

n e c e s s i t y i m p l y t h e r i g l i t t o b r i n g a c p c ; ^ a i n t n o t o n l y deforg t h a S t a t e o f 

w h i c h t h e i n j u r e d pex-son VTSB a n a t i o n a l b u t b e f o r e t h e i n t e x n a u i o u a 1 c o m i c u u i t y 

as v / e l l . O t h e r d e l e g a t i o n a ted t h o u g h t , h o w e v e r , t h f t t h e C o m m i a s i o n a h o u l d 

p r o c e e d c a u t i o u e l y , f o r f e e r c f g i v i n g x'iE-e t o false h o p e s w h i c h c o u l d n o t be 

r e a l i z e d . The lL;(/ypti;:'.n d e l e g a t i o n was n o t o p p o f i o d i n p r i n c i p l e t o t h e 

gXBnting o f t h e r i g h t o f p e t i t i o n t o o x - g i n l x b t i . o n s a n d i n d i v i d u a I r , but Í ' Q Í H ; 

i.hat t h o v r i e e r c o u r s e a t t h a t t i m e w o u l d be t o s dent t h e J o i n t U n i t e d K i n g d o m 

;;nd U n i t e d S t a t e n p r o p o s a l t o l i m i t t h e r i g h t o f p e t i t i o n t o Qti-iZ-iy . To 

e x t e n d t h e r i g h t o f p e t i t i o n a t t h a t e a r l y s t a g e m i g h t g i \ s r i a e t o а Ьивев, 

r e ^ a r d l e s s c f w h e t h e r e f f e c t i v e s c r e e n i n g m a c h i n o r v w e r e e s t a b l i s h e d o r n o t . 

k. H i s d e l e g a t i o n a l s o f a ^ o u x e d t h o i i i B o x ' t i c n o f n e a u u r e s o f i i n.Д^oui;, t ; 0 1 

i n t h e b o d y o f t r i e c o v e n a n t . I t h a d b e o n e l l o g e d . t h e t a s e p a r a t e p r o t o c o l , 

b i n d i n g o n l j f u p o n t h o S t a t e s w h i c h eigued i t . w o u l d p e r m i t u l a r g e r n u m b e r o f 

S t a t e s t o x - a t l f y t h e c o v e n a n t . T h a t p r o c e d u r e , h o w e v e r , w o u l d d e p r i v e t h o 

c o v e n a n t o f t h e m a c h i n e x ^ n e c e s f c r v t o £iu-.ure i t s e x e c u t i o n , a n d r e d u c e i t s 

s c o p e . I t mlgbb a l s o e n c o u r a g e £tc-tes ъо a t t e m p t t o clrcuîwent i t s proviñlons. 

. W i t h r e g a r d 
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s. With regard to the s p e c i f i c .measures o f JmpJementation to be adoT)taà, 
пглю de le .'̂ at ions, thinlzing that States, sliould execute the covenant as рхъу saw 
' i t , d i d not contemplate the establishment of intei'national, machinery to see that 
|.'.;ез f u l f i l l e d t h e i r obligations under the covenant, -They believed that tr'xan 

rights f e l l within tbe competence of the State i t s e l f , i n .accordance v.ith 
A r t i c l e 2, paragrapli 7, of the Cha'.'ter, and that any international machinery for 
implementation of ' -tlie covenant would tiie re fore be a v i o i a t i c n cf i...C'v,. • - • 
6. Other delegations said that machinery should be set up whereby the 
international community would see that States carried out the provisions of the 
coveriant. The Egyptian representa-cive sv.pported the French delegation's 
proposal that a pemanont body si.auld be established i'or that purpose. The 
French proposal also provided'that tha Ke.ribers of that body, should • be appointed 
by the International Covert o.i JautLce, 4'hat would lend greater weight to Its 
decisions, as i t s members vould 1"̂  free from p o l i t i c a l i n f l i e n c e . The 
United Kingdom and United States proposal to create an ad hoc body, however, did 
not have that advante^o to re come ad i t . 
7. Els delegation favoured l i m i t i n g the right of p e t i t i o n to Gcvernments 
at that time o.nd would cup'jjort the French proposal for measures of implementation, 
vrtach i t wished to see included i n the covenant. 

8 . The CE:\I;Rl't\N aslced the Commission tc decide whether i t approved the 
establishment of ad lioc bodiea to consider violati-^ns of human rl-^hts alpn^ the. 
line s О'Г the Joint United Kingdom and United States nroposal (r^./ЪЛM'k) . 

That proposal was rejected by 7 votes to 5, with 1 .. j tent ion. 

9 . Mr. AZ.KCUL (Lebanon) ooluted o u t that h e had sul-Jiitt:îd a pr. p :! 
concerning the right of p e t i t i o n {'^:/C¥. .k/k¿2) . He thought therefore that the . 
Commission shoi;ld not vote, on the.; powers or nco.pe.of the permanent body to.be 
established u n t i l h i s proposal was r..isous3ed, 

10. Mrs. MEHTA (India) ob^.-irv-'d.that the Indian préposais were s t i l l before 
the Commission and asked that a vote sriould be taken on whether the Commiasion 
wished to set wo a perraaner.t body. 

/11. The CHAIEMAN 

http://to.be


F,/си л/БВ.178 
Page 5 

11, The CHAIBM.\ïï asked the Ccmmission to decide whether i t approved the 
proposal to establish a permanent body to consider violations of human ri g h t s . 

The proposal was adopted by 7 votes to 6, with 1 abstention. 

1 2 , Mrs. ШША (India) thought the Commission shovild decide i n pri n c i p l e 
vho should be granted the right оГ p e t i t i o n . In the l i g h t of that decision, a 
drafting gro'ip could V O Y \ out detailed proposals I'or the Con^mission's considera­
t i o n . 

1̂ ,. • Mr. CASSIÏÏ (Prance) said tho Commission should decide who should be 
granted the right of p e t i t i o n In the i n i t i a l covenant on-human r i g h t s . 

X)+. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) r.ald his delegation had explained why i t thought 
the right of p e t i t i o n should be granted to. certain non-governmental organizations 
but i f the Commission f e l t that such u provision would mak;i I t Inp-cst-ible f c r 
ma.ny States to r a t i f y the covenant, he would not press his suggestion. He s t i l l 
believed the covenant should contain some provision to that e f f e c t , and, i f the 
Commission agreed to take up the matter i n coniiexicn with the (piestion of a 
separate protocol, he would withdraw his amendment. 

1°;. The СШ11ВМАЙ thought the Coirailssion should f i r s t vote on v;hat I t 
wished to Include i n the covenant. 

l 6 . Mrs. №НТА (India) said that she л̂ ои1а re-introduce the Lebanese 
amendment I f i t veue withdrawn, because she f e l t that i t would be dangerous to 
l i m i t the righ t of j i e t l t l o n to Governmentf: at that stage. Such a l i m i t a t i o n 
might deter ят;:а11ег States from exercising the right to i t s f u l l e s t extent. 
Purthermere, the ri g h t of p e t i t i o n should be granted only to certain q u a l i f i e d 
non-governmental organizations. The fact that States and the ïlconoraic and 
Social Council would be empowered, under the provisions oí the Lebanese amendment 
to decide which organl'^jations would be considered competent to bring complaints 
should provide an adequate safeguard against abuse of the r l g l i t of p e t i t i o n . 

l y , Mr. ORIES (Uruguay) agreed with the representative oii India. I"" the 
Lebanese representative withdrew his amendment, the Uruguayan delegation would 
adopt i t . 

/18. The CoirmiiEsion 
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"'''̂. The Ccmmission ims drafting a covenent which would he presented to 
'o'uib'.a for r a t i f i c a t i o n ; once i t had been r a t i f i e d , +:;e Сс;х.;1:-.: ' m ? ' • 
powerless to aiiiend i t . He therefore could not understand why the Commission 
: .id confine i t s e l f to taking a decision on the granting of the r i g h t of 

p e t i t i o n at that stage i n i t s deliberations. The Commission should take a fina^ 
decision on the question of the right of p e t i t i o n . 

He thought tha problem would be simolii'iea i d the Comiaission voted f i r s t 
on whether the right of p e t i t i o n should bo granted to certain non-governmental 
orgaiaizations, and then on ::hjtiier the ri g h t of p e t i t i o n r"'.-••'Id ho c-ranted to 
indi v i d u a l s . 

„2©. . .The СЕАШФШ thought i t should bo borne i n mind that t],e covenant was 
, to be only the f i r s t i n a series of docTiments apelling out the rights which had 
been proclaimed by the Declaration. Sho had understood the French representative's 

, suggestion to mean that tho Commission eihould decide whether i t f e l t that the 
r i g h t of p e t i t i o n i n the f i r s t covenant i t drafted should be limited to States. 

¿-1. Mr. 30ÎSHS0ÏÏ (Denmark) suggested that i t m: " i i t c l a r i f y the a i t u a t l o " i f 
the Commission decided whether i t wished to consider the E'ench proposal 

Л/4':1) a s the basic working t e s t . As i t had de с i d эй i n favour of a 
permanent body, that .̂'ouü seem the l o g i c a l thin;;; te ̂ o. 
2 . ? . The next question was tho right of p e t i t i o n . The French proposal did 
not rule out the Lebanese suggestion or the idea of a supplementary protocol. The 
Commission therefore could consider the question of State*to^State complaints i n 
the,light of the Erench proposal f i r s t , and then take up the question of the ri g h t 
of non-governmental organizations to present complaints. I t might also consider 
drawing up a s p e c i f i c protocol to grant individuals the right of p e t i t i o n . 
2 3 . . He th'.ought, however, that i t 'vould be better to \-cte on a concrete text 
rather than on abstract p r i n c i p l e s . 

g If, The .CKArílMAüí pointed out that ths cufjtomary prcc ;.• ture was to discuss 
proposals i n the order i n which they had been submitted. Tha Commission could, 
however, proceed as i t saw f i t . 

/?5. M; . CASSIíí 
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MÎT, С А З З Ш (France) thought the Panieh proposal *aa l u g i c c l . I f that 
v,'&B not adopted, he v/ould move that the Commieaion ohould vote on whether the 
f I r a t covenant i t drafted should grant Statoo the ri g h t of p e t i t i o n , and then on 
'vhether the r i c h t of p e t i t i o n ehovild be inclvidod i n tiie covenant i t f j o l f . 
2 b . Tae questions raised by the Indian delegation {Ж/СпЛ/Нуг) had been 
! na./ered, and the Conmission must dravi the l o g i c a l conclusions froir-. i t s 
de с Is lone <, 

i y . i l l ' . VMRIZIIELA (Chile) supported the •'lan-'Bh pro^jonal,, v/hlnh wouia. 
enable the Commission to reach a f i n a l decision. 
2 8 . The Commission vrould have to decide the important question raised by 
the Lebanese amendment, v/hich had been Eupported by the representatives of 
Ind.ia and Uruguay, f o r hvansn rigiitc would be Po:"el2' ctu-tailed I f tlie r i ^ h t of 
p e t i t i o n were l l i a i t e d to States. lie ni:e could f a l l to recognize that to grant 
the State a monopoly on tho ̂ roto-rtlcn of huiunn rlghte would necessarily l i m i t 
the extent of that urotecticn. 
2 9 . He ur.dsrstood the teclüuical d i f f i c u l t i f s s thich would nri.se i f the 
right of p o t i t l c n wore extended to individúale ami r.on^governmental organiza­
ti o n s . Moi'eover, certain injustioos vrould occvir inasmuch aa the c i t i z e n s of 
t o t a l i t a r i a n States \rould not be li.kely to b r i n ^ complaints f o r fear of re­
p r i s a l s , whereas ths cit i z e n s of démocratie States •.-ould not be restrained, by 
any such foara. The Lebanese amendment orovi.ded f o r adequate limitatione cm 
the non-governmental organisations jhioh ifould be empovrered to bring ccmplaints. 
Certain groups which called themselves non-government.nl organizations, but 
whi.ch vrere In r e a l i t y controlled by t o t a l i t a r i a n powerrj, ./ould thus be p.re-
vontod from abusing the right of u e t i t i o n . 
3 0 . In E l i t e of those d i f f i c u l t i e s , i f the extension of the ri g h t of 
p e t i t i o n would promote democratic i n s t i t u t ! слг., i t i-.hould be ado^'ted,, and he 
urged the Commission to consider the Lebanoeo amen>lmont favourably. 

3 1 . Miss EO^IE (United. IClngdcm) said that she could not support the 
Danish proposal. The GommieBlcn ahr-rd,d f i r s t deride on the l i m i t s of the 
right to coraplai.nts and pe t i t i c n o . Tirvt decision v.-ould have a di r e c t bearing 
upon the str\ictux-'e and. functi.ons of the orgen vhlch V7as to be established. 

/ЗЯ. The dan.gers 
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32, "he uenners to which the Chllerui repreeentativo Ыд, i-eferred while 
d i E C U S s 1^-2 the extension of the rj.í̂iht to complaints or petitions were very 
much i n the minds of tho Coinmiesion's members. In a thoroughly demo:rati.c 
world there worild be no doubt as to the d e s i r n b i l i t y of not ijoi-'tin^ tlie 
right' to p o t i t i o n to States. At present, horever, there existed a vrarld at 
war against thé. demo'ratic States. Experience had made i t a foregone conclu­
sion that the forces malrin^ war on the democracies vrould inevitably- a.bii3e the 
right of ind i v i d u a l netitiona to further t h e i r attempt at bx-eaking (ю'ш the 
democratic machinery. The Commissicn'î? o^m -^ast experience furnished suf­
f i c i e n t proof. At the present sta^e, therefore, i t vould not bo'acivisable 
to grant tho right to potitionn 'to anyoiie but States, and she '.vould vote 
against any such proposals, 

33. l i r s . МЕШ'А (India) s a i l that tiie f a ct that the iemocraciea xrould 
e;?f-fer i n the sense indicated by the Chilean and United Kingdom representatives 
was unavoidable. I f a l l States '.'ero lân".c":re.tic, tt.cre irould be no need f o r 
the draft convention, and human ri g h t r '•юиИ be protected everyv/here. The 
Commission should do what i t considered r i i i h t . ITon-govemmental organizations 
could play a useful part i n a l l e v i a t i n g v i o l a t i o n s of human r i g h t s , end a pro­
v i s i o n grantin-î them the r i g h t to bring ccnplaints should be i n c o 3 r p o r a t e d i n 
the draft covenpnt, • Tho ri.ç,ht of the -J.nJ.ividual to p e t i t i o n зЬоггН Ъо ea-
bodl.el i n a sepárate protocol. I t lüeei.iod to her that the Lebanese amsnâ.mont 
(S/CN,V^ 2 ) Etrvcic the pi'-j^^r hrl-nce: the r i ^ h t to ro^^v ? -.into -..ould be 
grmated only to aomo non-governmental organizations s p e c i f i c a l l y reccgnizod 
f o r that purpose by the Economic and S o c i a l Covncl'í, Z'bo Council had a 
me.Jority of democratic Sür.tec so "that i t presunábly "ou?.d .not recognize any 
non-govemmerital org-anl zatiap-s •:'.iVely to sbvse such a r i c b t systematically. 
The solution suggested by the Uni'ted Kingdoia representative seemed tantamount 
to throvdnr^ out the c h i l d with the bath. 

3 h , Mr. C/iSSIH (France) thou.r-jht that thé Pcnish рг'оposai vas a most •• 
l o g i c a l and purely procedural suggestion. I f I t 4.cro .adopted'it xrould ' l o r ' : ' ? . 

eve,ry member free to move amendments. 

/35, Mr. SOREESOU 
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35. Mr. SOEEIïSOIi (Denmrlc) vdsheçl to oxplaiïi j i i more d e t a l l tlie nattjre 
of, and the reasons f o r , his suggestion. I t seemed to him that the qiiestion 
of p r i n c i p l e Vías complicated and not lim i t e d to the two alternativos of grant­
ing the righ t to bring complaints, to States alone," or to others an v;ell: 
intermediate p o B s i l i l i t l e s . also existedi In the c'i.rcumstoncoa i t :coned t.i 
him that a solution could more easily he found i f the Commission had before 
i t a concrete working paper. That w?s why he had .'îug'vested that the French 
proposal (•Е/С11Л/'+52) should be regarded a.? a working pr.per. imring the 
dir-cuBsion of i t , the que в t i . опт. of principle to which the Indian representative 
had referred could be Pettlod. He harl not tlicught of his suggection as a 
by-paSBing of the Uiaitcd Stntor;-united Kingdom oroposal: h.e had thou'^ht that 
the l a t t e r had been -dofeated, by the vote tfJren e a r l i e r clvc?inz the present 
meeting, since that vote Ьзп c.ll;̂i:'natív,', tho bnoio idea of the Joint proposal 
(E/csr.VWO. 

3 6 . Mr. niSOT (j3elgluta) could, not agree v i t h thé Oanish representative. 
The vote i n aiieftlon had not disposed of the whole of the Joint nropoBal, but 
mereIv of ono of i t s points. Tho United Stateg-Un.ited Kingdom px'oposal had 
been aubmitted f i r s t 'nd вТюиЪл therefoi'e be t/.iken ав a Ьав1с of dlBcussion. 

3 7 . Mr. ТШОГ^ОГЮРОиТЮВ (Greece) agx'eed. with tho Belgian ronresenteti.ve. 
Both the United Statec-Uni.tod, Kingdom and the I'rench proponalr; remai.ned. before 
the Cotr;.îi.c3lon, since the vote taken e a r l i e r had merely dealt with ono of tho 
points of tho Joint pï-oposal. Perhaps tho tvro proposalB could be combined. 
I f not e n t i r e l y , then et least i n part. 

3 6 . Mrs. №í5CA (India) stated t t e t the text o r i g i n a l l y Exibmltted by her 
delegation C ? / l 3 7 l , - pagep h n - k f ) had not been withdrawn and was s t i l l before 
the Comfâiaslon. I t might jierhf.pr' be T)OBsi.ble for tho authore of the throe 
proposals to agi'ee on a text once derision had been tplcen on the issue of 
pr i n c i p l e . I f , however, the (̂oîrui'lsrulon did not f e e l that ял abstract di.s-
Giiasion of the pr i n c i p l e was desirable, she vrauld. vote for tho Danish repre­
sentative • s procediu-al suggesti on. 

/39. Mr. ÚRim 
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3 9 . Mr. ОБГВЕ (UrugVOij'-). t^Oü^itrbb^^^ 
Of diacucsicn as a résu3.t of the vote taken e a r l i e r . I t .vouli he i l l o g i c a l to 
interpret the vote d i f f e r e n t i y f o r j t h e Erench proposal was.based upon the idea 
of a permanent organ while t h e ' ^ I t e d States-UMted Kingdom proposal was based 
on the idea of ad hoc bodies. , ̂ 'hô Cci,açriasion had decidedia favour of the 
former, so that the Freach text constituted the best basis of discussion. The 
authors of the uui.tad Kingdom-United States proposal could move emondments to 
the Erèàch text. • He therefore supported the lanish-repres;^ntntive's procedural 
suggestion. 

k o . The СЫАШМЛЖ: ruled that the Aacisiion taken e a r l i e r i a the meeting had 
no bearing at a l l upon the important Questions of the structiure, functions and 
operation of ' the peraienent body 'iio be ept^blishad. 

k l , Mr. WHITLAM (Australia) thought, l i k e the Greek represer.tative, that i t 
m i ^ t prove possible to reconcile tb© ïoropoeals before ths Commission. 
Cc-sultation among the authors might prove f r u i t f u l and, i f so, should be 
attempted. Tha vote on a-peinaanent body and ad hç_c. bodies, had net been o-:ti.r-L. 
decisive: i t might be possible t o provide f o r both i n ths form of a continuing 
panel -- a permanent body -- the members of which would constitute themselves 
ad hoc organs from time to time, as required. I f that were done, the 
advantages of permanency and v a r i a b i l i t y might both be available.. At any rate, 
i t would be useful to conaider such a compromise. He feared that i f i t were 
ignored the divergent line a of aproach would harden, and ths Commission would 
be i n an impossible position. Tu avoid that, he supported the suagestion that 
the representatives of Prance, India, the United States and the United Kingdom 
should consult v i t h a view to producing a more or loss ai^reed toxt f c r the 
Congnission' в consideration. 

k2. Mr. KAMAEAE (Egj'pt) stated that the question before the Commission 
had three d i s t i n c t aspects: ( l ) Should provision f o r some implementation 
measures be embodied i n the draft covenant or i n separate protocols?; 
(2) Should the r i g l i t to complaints and pet;Ltlons be extended to States, i n d i v i d u ­
als and non-governmental organizations?; and (З) Should there be a permanent 
body or ad hoc organeî 

/ k 3 . The l a s t 
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11.3. The l a s t question hed already been decided i n favour of a permanent 
body, so that i n that respect only the French idea of a permanen'b commission was 
before the members. 

k h . The СНАШЖН suggested that the Commission should vote on the following 
question: "Shall the Commission include i n t h i s Covenant some implemèntEition 
measiu-ea?" 

U5. In reply to a question asked by ivir. AZKOUL (Lebanon), the CHAHíMAíí 
confirmed that a decision on that point would not In any way prejudge the possibi­
l i t y of including other implementation measures i n a separate protocol. 

The Commission unanimously decided to_ include_ seme_ iinpleme::_v•i.tic::) ïpeap'u 
i n the draft covenant. 

h e . Mrs. ííiEHTA (India) said that she had votad for the inclu s i o n of 
implementation measures i n tho draft covenant, but that only a part of the 
desirable measures of implementation would be so included. In other words, 
t h e i r inclusion would not complete the task, and additional implementation 
measiu-es would have to be embodied i n a v'jeparate protocol. 

k'J, Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) had been encouraged by the stateaients of the 
representatives of India and Uruguay to maintain hi-a amendiueiat (^Ы/СЙ.4-До2). 
When he had previously stated that ho would consider withdrawing the suggestion 
of including i n the draft covenant a clause authorizing some national non­
governmental organizations to f i l e complaints i f a provision to that e f f e c t were 
included i n a separate protocol, he had beon motivated by the thought of inducing 
as many States as possible to adhere to the instrument. 
ii8^ . To meet various objections, his delegation had successively withdra^m 
from i t s o r i g i n a l position: i t had withdrawn i t s suggestion that the r i g h t to 
pe t i t i o n should be granted to Individuals, l i m i t i n g i t s e l f to tho suggestion 
that i t should be accorded to non-governmental organizations; i t hal then 
further narrowed that idea by suggesting that the r i g h t i n question should be 
granted only to national non-governmental organisations recognized by the State 
for that ргдгрозе; and i t had f i n a l l y limiteà i t s suggestion even further u n t i l 
i t had been cast i n the form i n which i t presently appeared i n docment Е/сН.иДб2. 

/ i n a s p i r i t 
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In a s p i r i t of further compromise, he had indicated tlae p o s s i b i l i t y of a 
c.";.iitional withdraT'Kil of the amendment. None -of thoae con c i l i a t o r y moves had 
led to any concessions "bhe pairt of thopje opposed to: tho substance of; the 
Lsbaneso amendment. In the circumstances, he f e l t j u s t i f i e d i n maintaining- tLi. 
amendment aa i t appeared i n d-ocuaent 's/CN.k/ke2. 

1+9. 'Jbe üa:lted Kingdom representative^s remarks ' concerning the \тт agaiast 
the democratic State's'теге not witbëut force. He-did not, '•howo'.-f.r, think, that 
bcT>a £i(^ uon-governmental orfiianizations should be deprived of a right which a l l 
the members of the Commssion recognized a? desirable, merely Ъесаиее such a 
ri g h t might be abused by otber organiz.ations. Furtherfcors, ' the-.body with which 
complaints would be f i l e d cou?>.d be rél.lèd upon to reject, accusa-cions made i n bad 
f a i t h as wel l as any false ' accusations , so that the position of -'ohc democratic 
States, far'from being weakened, would ultimately be ' streng-theaod ̂  
5 0 , In ccaclusion, ho wished to thank the represen-tatlves of India and. 
Uruguay for t h e i r support of his amendmscnt and to ask them whether they- would 
consider becoming co-authors thereox". 

5 1 , The СЫГКЖЕ said that three eucceseive votes on prlncip^.e ^iould be 
taken: f i r s t , the.t the implementation machinery should apply to the complaints 
of Ste-tos against other States; secondly, tO complaints by non-governmental. 
organizations, chosen on a basis to be determined subsequently; and, t h i r d l y , t : 
petitions bp individuals. 

5 2 , Mr. CASSIE (Pranee) e.Tnhasi'aed that i t was a question-, of knowing .who tho r 
those principles would be placed i n the body of tho covenant'. . The French 
delegat:lon had always been firmly.- convinced, as 'could be sean i n i t s . i n i t i a l 
proposal for a r t i c l e 2 ? of the measiii'es of implementation (E/137I, annex-. I l l ) , 
that petitions ought to Ь>з submitted by organizatioris .-.-.nd -..rivate pers.ons and 
that that r i g h t should be embodied i n ' a covenant as -sCon as possible. I t had, 
hoi.'ever, been compeE!,ed to recognize that the'curfent objections to that 
proposal, such as that aèvancea by the United Kingdom'-ré pre sen-tative, might lead 
to delay i n the com?let.lon cf iho/'draf'c covsaant -•• a'delviy vrhloh his-'.delegation 
was most аш:1оия to avoid unleps a sepai'ate protocol-was drfifted to cover that 

/ r i g h t . 
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adequate safeguards were given, such as that of a/minimum number of r a t i f i c a t l c u t . 
He would, therefore, vote with regret against the Lebanese amendment, so l e l y i n 
order to expedite the completion of the draft covenant i n i t s e x i s t i n g form. 
Tho French position with regard to the submission of petitions by individuals or 
groups would.be made clear i n the proposed priotocol, 

5 3 . The CHAIRIViM put to the. vote tlie question of priRclple tha,t the 
machinery of implementation should apply to complaints of otates against other 
States. 

That pr i n c i p l e was adopted unanimously. 

3 h . The CHAIEMA.ÍÍ called f o r the vote on the question of p r i n c i p l e that that 
machinery should also apply to non-governmental organisations. 

That principle was rejected by 7 votes to with 3 abstentions. 

5 5 . The СНА1ЕМАИ put to the vote the question of p r i n c i p l e that that 
machinery should apply to the petitions of individuals. 

That pr i n c i p l e was rejected by 8 votes to 3 , with 3 abstentions. 

5 6 . The CÎIAIEMÏÏ agreed with the representatives of Greece and A u s t r a l i a 
that tha United States and Uhited Kingdom delegations might be able to f i n d areas 
of agreement between t h e i r proposal (E/CvUh/hkh) and that of the French delega­
t i o n i's/cia.k/h^'j). There were, however, considerable differences between the 
procedures suggested. A consviltatlon between those delegations, together with 
the Indian delegation, might be able to produce a compromise tex t , with 
alternatives indicated where no agreement had been possible. 

5 7 . Mr. OEIBE (Uruguay) f e l t very strongly that the discussion had. not yet 
reached a stage at which the drafting of a j o i n t compromise proposal would be 
desirable. The Chairman's suggestion raised a question of p r i n c i p l e . Long 
experience had shown the great prestige enjoyed by sxich compromise proposals. 

/ p a r t i c u l a r l y 
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•particularly when the .delegations conçernecl were those of .the great Powers;.,-
:.. V 'Л'̂ а̂Игг countries f o l t a certain reluctance in, .Bubmittin.f: aKendmonts t o the: 
Moreover,, the voxes ta.ken at that, meetings had doelt ouly..with matters c f 
p r i n c i p l e ; the question .of procedures гел)а1пеа to be f u l l y debe.ted. The 
princlplQS- involved .needed f.ar mors exlirnustive discussion i n public.; the 
Chairman's suggestion night vroll c u r t a i l the r e q u i s i t e .debate i n addition.to 
c u r t a i l i n g the s "abales ion c f ain-vnunents. 

5З, Purthormore,. the j o i n t te::t would be a pompromlee text and i n i t many 
features of the Prench .proposal miglit-be l o s t . A niiijivor o? delegations, , 
hoWQver, believed that the French proposal provided t¡j.-3 ¿ibso'ixXe minlm:a¡a of what 
was needed and wished to go even further than i t did. He bherefoi*e formally 
opposed the Chairman's suggestion and demnded tho continuance of the debate at 
the following meeting., The delegations concerned would be free to consult on 
a compromise text after the subject had been f u l l y debated ,,at that meeting. 

59. • Miss BCWH; (United Kingdom) supported the Ld-u.:^uayan r.v.-.'-. -'ГГсаИ, • 
proposal. A. great deal of time would be required to work out the proposed 
c..::p. o n i a o tcj-t; delegations other than thO: .spcn3or.=?. of the propûsals v;.o,uld,-
wish to j o i n in. the consultation; the r e s u l t would merely be an informal and 
len.athy discussion cf matters which might better be debated i n public by the 
f u l l Co.ffimission. 

6 0 . . Mr,. a\G3IH (France) agrocd that- the-.-e! would not be adequate time, to 
prepare a .S4^1:lsxactory.working p a p e r , e v e n .if the .proposed-consultation ware 
substituted for the f o l l c w i n , - mco-oin;^. . B i f f Icultie.s of t r a n s l a t i o n would, 
undoubtedly b e çr.countereà ..rid ta-..re ni.:;ht not. be e n o u g h t i . . . 3 . i a. .the text to .he 
printed and distributed. Furthermore, ацу s u c h t e : : t . . s l i o u i i be;, regarded;as a 
working paper, n o t аз a j o i n t proposal . s p o n s o r e d b j the f o i u dc J.c¿:atioas concerned. 

6 1 . f'lr. /iZKOUL (Lebanon) agreed with the French representative. . -Moreover, 
the texts might bo altered and menbers of the. Cor-imission woald require.time to -
study thorn before they diacuuSsed the.new text. Ее cu-.^gested that the representa­
t i v e of Denmark, as an expert i n international law, might wish to give the 
dolegationa concerned the benefit of his advice. 

,è2. The CHAIEMAN 
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62, The (CHAIRMAN assured the Uruguayan représentât Ive 1Ы* neither the 
right to submit amendments nor the debate would be curtailedo The delegations 
concerned would merely seek any areas of agreement between t h e i r proposals and 
%iould submit alternative drafts for points on which no agreemeat could be reached. 

The r e s u l t i n g te.rt would be a working paper leather than a formal j o i n t proposal. 
I f no agreement was reached, the Comjiiission would s t i l l have the o r i g i n a l 
proposals before i t as the basis f q v further debate. The Belgian representative 
might wish to j o i n i n the consultation, 

бз„ Mr. БОЖШЗОН (Denmark) and Mr. NISOT (BeVi^ri) thought tha t ст?.Ху 
authors of the proposals before the Commission • should ms,. : i n consultation, as 
several other representatives might alac wish to attend. The %rorking group 
should be small and Inforroal. 

6 ^ . Mr. NI30T (.Belgitim) could not a;-;ree with the Uruguayan representative; 
i t was unprecedented for delogaticus to Ovijoct to consultation among other 
delegations. He agreed with the Prench representative that time would be 
required f o r the preparation of the proposed j o i n t compromise text and proposed 
that the Commission should postpone i t s next m.eeting and request the four 
delegations concernsd to meet and submit a viorking paper, wiùh eiternative 
drafts where necessary, to the Commission. 

65. Mr. TSAO (china) observed that the working group would not be a formal 
drafting sub-comriittee, so that i t was open to аг-у representative who wished 
to attend to do so. The vote should be taken simply on the question whether , 
the Commission wished to meet on that afternoon. 

6 6 , The CSAIRIVIAN pointed out that the purpose of the proposed consultation 
was the production of a basic working paper. A l l the decisions tahen hithci-to 
had been decisions on p r i n c i p l e , not on texts. Votes on p r i n c i p l e , however, 
settled nothing; the debate would inevitably,b e rco-xtueC when e d e f i n i t e text 
was submitted to the Commission. The longer the delay before a text was 
discussed, the longer would be the discussion on that te:ct. The sole reason 
for her proposal ггаа to avoid such delay and the duplication of debate. 

/67. Mr. AZKOUL 
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67= Mr. •ASKOTJL (Le'cancn) said that ths vote should he taken i n the foria 
suggested by the-ûhiuese representaiiva i a order thet tha Ссг ,п1зв1оп sliovüd not 
be conmitted to d e f i n i t e approvaD. of the proposed c c n s u l f i ^ i o n , 

6 8 . Mr. Ш1ВЕ (tiruêutry). proposed tliat the f u l l debate ohouXh ha nc.r ii.ued 
at that afternoon's neetiiüg. 

?hatpproocsal was re.j^ctod.Ъу.в-yote!3|,to 6 , , 

6 9 . The cmiRMAIî ca l l e d f o r a vote on the Chinese représentative's proposal 
that the Comnission should not meet that aftarnaon. 

That ргорояв,?̂  •утг:и jag^^^ b;r 8 votes .to- fi. "v̂ i ,1 Ь\:Л• 

7 0 . Miss BOWrs (United Kingdom) remarked that.the French and United 
Kingdom delegations had voted against the Chinese reprc-ñartatlve's prcpcí:.-?."!.. 

7 1 . Mr. SOPtEKSON (Denmark), to meet an cbjoctipn by the Uruguayan 
representative, proposed that the Commitisicn should ask the United Kirgdora, 
united States, French and Indian delegations to meet and work out a compromise 
proposal to the broadest extent possible and submit i t to the Commission, 

That proposal was adopted; ,Ьу_ 9̂  votes to with 3 abstentions^ 

7 2 . te. OBŒE (Uгug .̂дa.y) explained that he had voted agalast the Danish 
proposal as he believed i t to be vary daD,ger.oua at that sta.--^, because many 

delegations thought that i t might be d i f f i c u l t .to .submit amendmentd to the 
compromise proposal and because they desired a more e^dbaustlve debate. 

7 3 . The CffillBI'lAN reassured the Urugmyan representative; delegations would 
s t i l l bo at perfect l i b e r t y to submit amendments and there would be no c v i r t a l l " 
ment of the debate. 

The meeting .rose at 1,15 p>'^ 

12/5 '.m. 




